Introduction
There is little doubt that France has played a prominent, influential, and unique role in the 60-plus years of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). Along with being one of the founding members of the alliance, over the past 10 years France has been the third largest contributor to NATO"s forces (Cameron and Maulny, 2009, 6 ) and the fourth largest contributor to NATO"s common budgets. (Cameron and Maulny, 2009, 1) Lately, much has been written about France and the recent decision by President Sarkozy (and alliance members) for France to rejoin NATO"s integrated military structure. This decision effectively removes the "special status" France has enjoyed since Charles de Gaulle"s decision in 1966 to leave NATO"s military structure. Most of today"s literature on this remarkable about-face has focused on how France"s new status within NATO could benefit France, NATO, the European Union (EU), and whether or not France"s new NATO policy represents a true shift in policy.
It can be argued that NATO has been the most successful alliance in history.
Originally founded to defend its members against a potential threat resulting from the policies and growing military capacity of the former Soviet Union; NATO"s ultimate (and original) success occurred with the fall of the Berlin Wall and the end of the Soviet Union. Since that time, some believe that NATO has morphed into more a political organization as it has struggled to redefine its roles, missions, and purposes to meet the threats and challenges of the day.
Since NATO"s beginning, European members, in particular France, the United Kingdom (U.K.), and Germany (first as West Germany in 1955), have wrestled with a "balancing game"; trying to maintain a balance (of power) between the military, economic, and political dominance of the United States (U.S.) and the desires of Europe. (Howorth, 2002, 1) This proved difficult in the early years, as Europe focused more on working its way out of the destruction caused by World War II and putting back into place the industrial infrastructure that had been left in ruin. France has also wrestled with an intra-Europe "balancing game", often trying to lead security efforts for Europe to act independently from U.S. influence while the U.K., Germany, and most newer members of the EU have demanded security efforts be worked in cooperation with the U.S. (partly, in recognition of Europe"s impotence to go it alone). On the flipside, the U.S. has wrestled with its own relationships with Europe since the end of the Cold War left it as the sole super power and new threats emerged. In other words, in the last 20 years, the U.S."s interests have been pulled both east and west, leaving some in Europe concerned about her commitment to ensuring Europe"s long term security.
France has been at the center of these "balancing games" starting with de Gaulle"s withdrawal from the integrated military structure of the alliance in 1966. Since de Gaulle"s stance, France has been in a "creeping reintegration" mode culminating with Sarkozy"s decision to rejoin NATO"s integrated military command structure in 2009.
Interestingly, Sarkozy chose to rejoin the Defence Planning Committee (DPC), where
France"s influence can be most felt (i.e. on the U.S. proposed missile shield). However, Sarkozy also stated "France"s nuclear deterrent will remain a strictly national responsibility", meaning France has not joined (France never was a part of) the Nuclear Planning Group (NPG) . What this means is that although France has reintegrated into NATO, this does not necessarily mean the end of the "exception française" in matters of defense and security policy. (Muller-Brandeck-Bocquet, 2009, 104) This paper will demonstrate that France"s newest stance towards NATO is linked to the status of European security cooperation by weighing these two questions: 1)Does
France rejoin NATO to facilitate the Europeanization of NATO while simultaneously trying to enhance the European Security and Defence Policy (ESDP)? And 2) Because of the remaining uncertainty (in spite of the Lisbon Treaty) with ESDP, does France need to secure its influence and options to act globally (security, power, etc.) via NATO? But first, we must trace how France"s policy of "creeping reintegration" back into NATO has evolved in order to maintain/enhance France"s influence in security matters, both within Europe and globally. Before we do that, a brief overview on the establishment of "exception française" is in order. Finally, this work will offer some possible explanations on what France"s return to NATO means to the future of the alliance, the transatlantic link, and the future of ESDP. The Schuman Plan was France"s first attempt at integrating European nations into a common purpose, in this case, the coal and steel industries. It also brought West Germany into a permanent European structure that ultimately Italy, Belgium, Holland, and Luxembourg joined in 1952. (2007) Its success ultimately led to the formation of the European Economic Community (EEC) (2000) Although not related to security or defense for Europe, this began the new age formation of a European Identity and also led to West Germany joining France and the U.K. to become one of the 3 big powers in Europe.
Roots of European
By the mid-1960"s, de Gaulle, through a series of maneuvers, was trying to establish and maintain some sort of French independent influence both in Europe and the alliance. This culminated with his decision in 1966 to withdraw France from NATO"s integrated military command structure and became known as France"s policy of exceptionalism. At the core, the concept of exceptionalism is that France"s place in the global world order is unusual or extraordinary. De Gaulle was strictly opposed to NATO"s graduated response doctrine which led France to become skeptical to the U.S."s commitment to fully engage in Europe (From the U.S. perspective with the U.S.S.R."s massive nuclear build-up, it felt why risk sacrificing Chicago for the sake of Paris?) With exceptionalism, France was saying "don"t ignore France (and the Europeans)" and throughout the decades leading to the end of the Cold War, France"s policy of exceptionalism allowed her to represent a third voice between the two antagonistic U.S. 
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The 1991 Gulf War was the first major event for the U.S. and her alliance allies following the end of the Cold War. In keeping with his philosophy of "creeping reintegration" and divergence from Gaullism, Mitterrand sent 14,500 troops in support of the UN forces during the Gulf War. (Ghez and Larrabee, 2009, 78) The Gulf War was eye-opening for France as it witnessed first-hand its inferiority in military capabilities compared to the U.S. The 14,500 French soldiers under a U.S. general using NATO procedures were humiliated and revealed a lack of French (and European) capabilities.
Because of this, France (and Europe) realized their lack of ability to underwrite collective security and thus, the Gulf War proved to be a "turning point in French NATO policy." If events of the Gulf War weren"t enough, the Bosnia disaster of 1992-5 proved to be another wake-up call for Europe. Because of Europe"s inability to handle this crisis itself, NATO came to the rescue. This watershed moment proved to France (and to Europe) that Europe still could not underwrite its own collective defense. (Ghez and Larrabee, 2009, 78 ) Furthermore, with the U.S."s reluctance to commit ground troops to Bosnia, France now became more worried about U.S. disengagement in Europe, rather than trying to keep the Americans out of European affairs. (Ghez and Larrabee, 2009, 79) (Neuss, 2009, 122) With the Gulf War and the failures in Yugoslavia fresh in their minds, French leaders realized that both politically and militarily the "exception française" was making less sense. France"s "special status" was significantly impeding its ability to influence 8 the alliance and the EU while simultaneously arousing suspicions and distrust amongst its European allies. (Ghez and Larrabee, 2009, 79) France desperately needed to continue to change policies because exceptionalism was proving to be problematic. Therefore, more Essentially the U.K. agreed that the EU "must have the capacity for autonomous action, backed up by credible military forces, the means to decide to use them and a readiness to do so, in order to respond to international crises" while France agreed to "in conformity with our respective obligations in NATO, we are contributing to the vitality of a modernized Atlantic alliance." (Howorth, 2002, 6 ) St Malo was monumental in that it gave ESDP the boost it had lacked due to U.K. opposition while moving France even closer to rejoining NATO as a full member. Clearly, St Malo provided a "clear acceleration" for ESDP (Cameron and Maulny, 2009, 5) although the U.K."s support was short-lived due to the aftermath of 9/11. This also reflected a shift in U.S. policy towards seeing a strong European defense capability as something positive instead of a threat. (Neuss, 2009, 118) If Chirac"s failure to rejoin NATO in 1996 had cooled relations between France and NATO, events following September 11 th , 2001 proved to be even more problematic, both to France"s relationship with NATO as well as relations amongst the alliance"s allies.
What became evident early on following 9/11 was the lack of a balanced transatlantic relationship. Rather than just rollover to the U.S., France spearheaded the fight on many issues as the U.S. pursued global terrorism essentially unilaterally.
While France was insisting the U.S. (and NATO) use political and diplomatic instruments rather than military means, while reserving the use of the military to specific Al-Qaeda targets within Afghanistan, the U.S. had other ideas. Based on the U.S."s experiences in Kosovo, Bush did not let the declaration of Article 5 constrain his plans to deal with the terrorist threats. With U.S. partnership with allies almost non-existent, "a new division of labor evolved, one in which the U.S would do the war-fighting and the E.U. would do the dishes." (Howorth, 2002, 11) France, seeking to regain its influence over U.S. policy, chose the U.S."s new doctrine of "pre-emptive action" (leading up to the Iraq War) as the major battle to fight. (Herpen, 2009, 2) Before weighing these two questions it is helpful to briefly examine Sarkozy"s two demands prior to France consummating its reintegration. On face-value, each of Sarkozy"s demands seems to support a different interpretation.
Sarkozy"s bid to rejoin NATO was different from Chirac"s. Rather than placing all his emphasis on the "reward" of a certain NATO command, Sarkozy learned from Chirac"s mistakes. His first demand was true NATO reform. Sarkozy"s speeches and interviews all point to the need for an in-depth overhaul of the military structure that transforms NATO from a legacy Cold War-era organization. He felt that a significant reduction in the oversized military apparatus, geared not toward large-army centralEurope engagements, but rather, more flexible, modular and expeditionary in order to meet new strategic threats. (Bozo, 2008, 8) within the alliance, since the "involvement of France at decision-making levels is still proportionally much less than its operation participation." (Bozo, 2008, 6 ) Thus, by reintegrating back into NATO Sarkozy wished to eliminate France"s "unsatisfactory role", and at the same time further promote the Europeanization of NATO by allowing
France to exert its influence as a fully integrated member of the alliance.
Third, by promoting a stronger ESDP as a guarantee of Europe"s ability to act independently from the U.S., Sarkozy"s new NATO policy could enhance ESDP as well.
For a long time, French priorities have been Europe-centric with France having a much different view, shaped by ambitions for its own European project, than the U.S. and other key EU allies. (Bozo, 2008, 15) Sarkozy"s proclamation that both ESDP and NATO can be complementary and not in competition with one another (Ghez and Larrabee, 2009, 81 ) was a huge step in attempting to persuade its allies that France was less inclined to be promoting a purely Europe-centric stance. Similarly, the U.S. wants a strong European partner that can address new threats and challenges such as Chad and Congo, so the U.S.
can address other threats and challenges. (Ghez and Larrabee, 2009, 87) By seizing the synergies from both organizations, both NATO and ESDP could benefit.
To reintegrate into NATO, Sarkozy proposed a dual arrangement tied to certain conditions. Insisting on a more powerful ESDP working as a partner with NATO inevitably increases Europe"s standing within NATO and is also welcomed by the U.S.
Remodeling NATO not only updates its structures to face current threats, but also makes Europe more of an equal partner within NATO. (Muller-Brandeck-Bocquet, 2009, 101) Having France assume command of ACT, the first strategic headquarters commanded by a non-U.S. flag officer, is a step towards this rebalance and the Europeanization of NATO.
Now for the second interpretation, we need to more closely examine ESDP and
European security cooperation in general. Because ESDP has had so many difficulties gaining momentum (for instance, setbacks due to 9/11) since St Malo, perhaps France concluded that NATO offers it the best insurance policy regarding defense and security should ESDP ultimately fail? A lot has been written about the grim prospects for an autonomous European defense in the short or long term. There has also been a lack of support for ESDP, in particular, from the U.K., Germany and newer EU members. The intergovernmental (versus supranational) system in security matters has made it hard to find solutions to enhance ESDP, especially now with 27 EU members; more members make agreements more challenging. Finally, regardless of the future of ESDP, France stands to gain some benefits with reintegration into NATO; thus France"s new NATO policy may have been for the sake of France"s own self-interest.
Why do so many think that true autonomous European defense will remain so elusive? One obvious example has to do with declining budgets for national defense.
European members" defense spending continues to decline in the decade since St Malo. (Gardiner and McNamara, 2009 , 2) Additionally, France"s increasing lack of influence (both within the EU and NATO) due to increasing memberships of both the alliance and EU and the propensity of new members being more pro-American than pro-European (tipping the transatlantic "balancing game" more towards the U.S and less towards Europe) (Ghez and Larrabee, 2009, 79) hasn"t boded well for ESDP either. And finally,
"although Europe has all the political means -the full spectrum of instruments -needed for an effective security policy, it suffers from two serious deficiencies: 1) It lacks the will to act quickly and decisively and 2) Its military capabilities are inadequate." (Naumann, 2009, 61 ) Thus Naumann and other European experts have concluded "The autonomous European defense of EU territory is not doable over either the short or the long term." (Naumann, 2009, 60) Thus, since a lot of scholars and experts continue to have doubts about the future prospects of ESDP, why should France feel any different?
There are many reasons explaining the lack of support for relaunching ESDP.
Despite the rhetoric from Sarkozy, newer members of the EU along with the U.K. are still leery that a stronger European defense policy comes at the expense of a weakened NATO and further damaging relations with the U.S. Gordon Brown was less supportive of ESDP than his predecessor. Also, Chirac-Schröder relations were much different from Sarkozy-Merkel. "Franco-German cooperation has lost the warmth and centrality it enjoyed under Chirac and Schröder." (Ghez and Larrabee, 2009, 83) Finally, the EU Operational Headquarters (EU OHQ) project suffers from the divergence of point of view between France and the U.K.
ESDP will continue to be mostly intergovernmental despite the inclusion in the Lisbon Treaty of the so-called Permanent Structured Cooperation, making further maturity of EDSP more challenging. For one, the EU lacks an equivalent of the U.S.
National Security Council and since European nations will not agree to further reductions of national sovereignty, ESDP, along with foreign and security policy, will continue to suffer. (Neuss, 2009, 117) More recently, there is greater potential for a negative ripple effect into ESDP as Germany and France feud over solutions for the Greek debt crisis. Whether France"s newest stance towards NATO is to benefit both NATO and ESDP or because France wished to seize the opportunity to secure its influence within the alliance and globally while the future of ESDP unfolds, only time will tell. What is certain is that France"s new NATO policy is explained by European security cooperation.
How France is able to exert its new influence both within NATO and within Europe will most certainly have an effect on the future of security and defense for the North Atlantic as well as determining how and if a transatlantic rebalancing of power is feasible.
What does this mean?
In Change is in the air for NATO as the alliance works towards a new strategic concept, to be unveiled later this year at the Lisbon Summit. One key aspect the alliance is currently wrestling with is whether NATO needs to move towards being a global security agent or to stick with Article 5 as the "heart" of its mission. Some have called for NATO to act more globally: "NATO"s real power derives from the fact that it combines the United States" military capabilities and economic power with Europe"s collective political and economic weight (and occasionally some limited European military forces). Together, that combination makes NATO globally significant." (Brzezinski, 2009, 10) Brzezinski concludes that France"s re-entry underlies NATO"s vital political role as a regional alliance with growing global potential. But Sarkozy has stressed that NATO is not to become a rival to the UN. (Bozo, 2008, 8) How NATO engages with Russia is another issue the alliance is grappling with.
Russia is likely to continue to promote division between the U.S. and Europe and, within
Europe, between old and new members. (Brzezinski, 2009, 16) France"s reintegration should help alleviate some of these potential wedges Russia may hope to exploit.
Sarkozy has stated that forging a clear EU space policy is a high French prioritymainly in electromagnetic military intelligence and satellite imagery and to provide to the EU an independent GPS other than the U.S"s. giving Europe a measure of autonomy.
The U.S. has viewed EU space initiatives as redundant and costly. French reintegration could make this issue less contentious, provided the U.S., EU, and NATO space policies are coordinated. (Ghez and Larrabee, 2009, 88) The need for continued access to space on both sides of the Atlantic might be compelling enough to encourage a coordinated space policy effort.
Geographic scope and openness of new members to NATO is also being debated with the new strategic concept. While the U.S. favors broad geographic scope and sees increased membership as important, France and some new NATO members favor limiting NATO"s geographic range. (Ghez and Larrabee, 2009, 88) With French reintegration, it is likely debates on these issues will be more hotly contested. Turkey"s relations within NATO and with the EU have now changed. France, no longer having the luxury of blocking stronger EU-NATO ties (from its EU perch), now isolates Ankara and this newfound isolation will put pressure on Turkey to rethink its opposition (from its NATO perch) for closer NATO-EU relations. (Valasek, 2008, 5) Whether this will improve Turkey"s relations within NATO and with the EU remains to be seen. Clearly, French reintegration has changed the dynamic for Turkey.
France"s reintegration has already brought more Europeanization to NATO. One of the effects of Europeanization is France"s assumption of command of ACT. It is also extremely symbolic to have a non-American NATO Strategic Commander on U.S. soil.
Perhaps NATO transformation initiatives will gain more traction coming from a European commander rather than an American. The current PE of 15,000 positions is currently under review with a target of reducing this number to 13,000; will France be able to successfully influence this reduction? Regarding other NATO transformational issues/challenges, it will be interesting to see what the Abrial effect will be; will he be wearing his French or NATO hat on these controversial issues?
France"s return should have some important impacts on the transatlantic link.
France"s new status should be a step in the right direction for beginning to repair the damages stemming from the Iraq War and Bush"s policies. France will need to play a more forceful role in keeping the U.S. engaged and interested in Europe. "Europe must see to it that America remains committed to Europe." (Neuss, 2009, 122) Additionally, the EU must make proper contributions to burden sharing, and show it is capable of making decisions and taking actions. Only then will the real meaning of the conclusion drawn in the European Security Strategy 2003 "the transatlantic relationship is irreplaceable" be attained. (Neuss, 2009, 122) The role France plays to lead this European effort could be crucial. France"s return to NATO and its effects on ESDP are still to be determined. On one hand, France"s return has alleviated some fears (from the U.S., the U.K., Germany, and newer EU nations) that ESDP is counter to NATO. (Ghez and Larrabee, 2009, 86) Still, will the EU invest monetarily and with conviction in ESDP? Conflicts over NATO priorities versus EU priorities make increases to member-states military strengths difficult and challenging. (Valasek, 2008, 6 ) As previously noted, 10 years of EU security initiatives have actually seen a decrease in European defense spending. Given the global economic crisis coupled with the increasing debt of major European powers, European defense spending is unlikely to increase and probably continue to decline. All these make the initial prognosis for ESDP not so bright.
ESDP is still lacking an EU operational headquarters, leaving Europe incapable of doing any autonomous detailed planning. "With France"s reintegration into NATO, the underlying controversies over a European military component, either independent or linked with NATO, should now be settled." (Neuss, 2009, 122) But, one year after Strasbourg/Kehl, no such headquarters is even on the horizon. Can France"s new relations with the U.K., Germany, and the U.S. make such a headquarters a reality?
How ESDP and NATO can combine energies to further the comprehensive approach is difficult to predict. The EU has many civilian capabilities NATO lacks, especially in the stabilization and reconstruction phases of peace operations. (Ghez and Larrabee, 2009, 87) Most likely, the new strategic concept will shed more light on how the EU and NATO will address and handle a true comprehensive approach for future crises".
Conclusion
European security cooperation played a key role in determining France"s new NATO policy. With the future of ESDP uncertain, France most likely chose to secure its influence and options to act globally by reintegrating into NATO"s military command structure early in Sarkozy"s presidency. The opportunity must have seemed even more interesting to Sarkozy, given President Bush"s recognition towards the end of his presidency, with the U.S. bogged down with two wars which garnered little allied support, that the U.S. was also looking for opportunities for renewed partnerships (and hopeful of increased burden-sharing) with its European allies.
France"s reintegration has changed the security and defense landscape, both within Europe and NATO. Clearly, France now has more political leverage than before along with more options to shape both NATO and ESDP, separately as well as concurrently.
The weaker role of the U.S. in Europe now allows France to mold both NATO and ESDP complementarily.
The full impact of France"s new NATO policy will not be felt for years. But, even now there are some important positives. Having all 28 members of the alliance under the same tent is good for NATO. France"s final commitments to the alliance, both in people 24 and resources, should better enable NATO to deal with today"s threats. With the significance being placed on the upcoming new strategic concept, having all 28 members fully participate only strengthens the implementation of the final document.
However, some underlying tensions within the alliance are only exacerbated by
France"s new NATO policy. These stresses, now ever sharper with France a full member, include what global role NATO wishes to play in the future, how a true comprehensive approach in harmony with both the EU and NATO can be achieved and how effective NATO reform will be this time around. As in any family, there will always be disputes, but now having every member at the table should be beneficial for the overarching good of the alliance.
Finally, new relationships between France, Germany, the U.K. and the U.S. will now be formed due to France"s new status in NATO. How these relationships evolve will be critical for the alliance, for the transatlantic link, and for ESDP. France"s influence surely will be felt; to what degree this influence will shape these new relationships is the question.
